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Introduction
The modern school has been a critical site for imagining possible publics and publicly-defining national purposes. Public education is presumed to provide a collective good to "a public"-"a public" of which the discourse about educational purposes conjures and addresses.
1 Yet the imagined publics and purposes of education have varied considerably at different historic junctures. These variations have been shaped in part by the rise and fall in prominence of two contrasting political horizons and the quite distinctive roles they have envisioned for the state and the market. The first, articulated in classic form by Adam Smith in the Wealth of Nations, 2 privileges the role of the free market, arguing that state efforts to promote the social good are ineffectual compared to unbridled market forces. The second stresses the state's central role in protecting its citizens from the vicissitudes of the market by insuring social security and increased well-being.
Over the past century, assumptions about the state's responsibility for the social good have been intrinsic to various forms of governance across the globe. Political systems from socialism to social democracy to social liberalism-while differing in ideology and approach-have been founded upon the fundamental principle that issues of governance should be decided on the basis of benefits to "the social." As Nikolas Rose has argued, "Whatever their differences, in each case the term 'social' implied a kind of anti-individualism: the need to conceive of human beings as citizens of a wider collectivity who did not merely confront one another as buyers and sellers on a competitive market." 3 The social state, to a greater or lesser extent, has been envisioned as a force for social progress, con-duty." 12 The responsibility of the state in the new public management system is to insure the quality of services that will enable citizens through acts of consumption to secure a better life.
In this paper I examine the transformation of educational governance in the era of new public management and the rise of the "enabling state." My aim is not simply to critique recent developments, but rather to analyze how power is exercised in the field of education through a new political rationality of governance and corresponding technologies of management. What is evident in education management reforms across the globe is a new way of thinking about the object, regulatory mechanisms, and role of governance. New accountability measures are being devised and deployed in efforts to control the risk and uncertainty endemic to public education. These efforts are taking many different forms. Over the past decade, for example, K-12 education reforms in the United States have increasingly focused on instituting curriculum standards and assessing the quality of teacher and student performance through the mechanism of standardized tests. 13 Yet while a good deal of media and research attention has been devoted to analyzing implications of these standardization efforts, the transformative capacity of other related state and federal government interventions is less widely recognized or fully understood. I focus on one of these developments, namely the increasing authority of the evidence-based policy move- 14 The analysis will be presented in a series of steps. In part I, I provide a brief overview of the principles of the new public management paradigm. I then consider recent shifts in the role of science in U.S. federal education management reforms. I conclude with a discussion of some of the implications of this new configuration of educational expertise and governance for how education imagines its public and defines its public purpose.
I. The Political Rationality of the New Public Management
The global revolution in public sector management is founded upon a new political rationality, one that animates and legitimizes emergent systems of thought, strategies, and technologies for improving government performance. As Rose explains:
The critiques of welfare that have flourished over the past fifty years, in the post-war writings of neo-liberals such as Hayek, through the US critics of the New Deal and the War on Poverty and in contemporary 'post-social' political arguments from left and right, seek to rationalize government in new ways. . . . For example, the various tactics enacted by the British Conservative government under Margaret Thatcher in the 1980s were not realizations of any philosophy-whether it was Keith Joseph reading Adam Smith or one of his advisors reading Hayek. They were, rather, contingent lash-ups of thought and action, in which various problems of governing were resolved through drawing upon instruments and procedures that happened to be available, in which new ways of governing were invented in a rather ad hoc way, as practical attempts to think about and act upon specific problems in particular locales, and various other existing techniques and practices were merely dressed up in new clothes. 15 Many of the principles associated with the new public management paradigm (NPM), were most widely applied first in New Zealand and Australia as well as in the United Kingdom during the Conservative Party's eighteen years in office, from 1979 to 1997. 16 Despite a long history of Labour Party opposition to Thatcher's Conservative reform agenda, upon coming to office in 1997, Prime Minister Tony Blair's "New Labour" Party, following President Bill Clinton in the United States, embraced principles associated with the new public management as core components of the political "Third Way." 17 In the United States, under Clinton and now George W. Bush, the NPM principles have become central to, in New Labour terms, "modernising government." As NPM principles have traveled from the discourse of Thatcherism to that of Clinton and Blair's "Third Way," their political significance has been radically redefined. No longer viewed as highly "ideological," entrepreneurial governance is now celebrated as "non-ideological," "nonpartisan," and simply, "pragmatic."
New public management reforms have been most aggressively championed in the Westminster nations-particularly Australia, the United Kingdom, and New Zealand-but have been on the agenda in states from Korea to Brazil, Portugal to Sweden. 18 Reformers have often characterized the movement as an answer to the citizens' call "for responsive and efficient services, and significant pressures to reduce deficits and control public expenditure."
19 Public service reforms have been shaped by a broad set of foundational principles that derive from a range of sources, in particular, the application of the new institutional economics 15 to public management. 20 An Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) survey of several countries found the following principles to be widely shared:
1) a continuation of the trend towards devolving managerial authority to provide greater flexibility in achieving public policy goals, supported by improved resource management; 2) a closer focus on results . . . by improving performance and enhancing accountability; 3) a stronger service quality orientation, which involves public consultation and leads to public services that are more relevant to needs and more responsive to demands; 4) a focus on adapting organisational structures, to improve service, performance, accountability and efficiency; 5) a heightened focus on the importance of an effective public sector workforce and leadership, to facilitate the stronger performance orientation and service-oriented public service culture; 6) regulatory reform as a tool to improve the capacity of governments to achieve policy objectives efficiently and cost-effectively; 7) a strengthening of steering functions at the centre to drive reforms strategically and promote policy coherence on cross-cutting issues, in the face of complex policy problems and a more devolved public sector environment.
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Business management inspired governance strategies champion the cause of making the public sector more citizen or consumer-centered, results-oriented, and market-based. Reform and renewal efforts are directed toward improving public sector performance (effectiveness and efficiency) through an emphasis on "results-based accountability." This approach to governance has become a strategies . . . .This Government has given a clear commitment that we will be guided not by dogma but by an open-minded approach to understanding what works and why. This is central to our agenda for modernising government: using information and knowledge much more effectively and creatively at the heart of policy making and policy delivery.
27
The turn to "evidence-based policy" in public sector governance is a global movement that is transforming public sector policy, practice, and research. 28 As this movement has taken hold in the United States, arguments for the use of randomized field trials (RFTs)-particularly in the field of education as I will demonstrate below-have once again gained a central place on the federal policy stage. Randomized field trials have been used in public policy since the 1960s, most frequently perhaps in evaluations of welfare reform policies. The weaknesses of RFTs, both in the method itself and its political feasibility, have long been subject to debate. 29 Yet, over the past decade, parallel to developments in the field of medicine, RFTs have come to be viewed as the "gold standard" of evaluation studies, particularly in efforts to assess the effectiveness of policy interventions in education, social welfare, and criminology. 30 The dominance of this research design is due to its purported ability to determine causality, to measure the effect of a particular intervention on a specific result or outcome, and to 27 generalize the findings or predict similar results across social contexts. 31 It is, therefore, seen to be the ideal technology for a utilitarian form of governance focused on product and results, on being able to prove or predict what works. Randomized field trials provide a sense of certainty in an increasingly uncertain world. They allow for standardization at a historical moment when the coexistence of multiple "truths" or standpoint epistemologies are increasingly taken for granted. 32 As Stefan Timmermans and Marc Berg in their study of evidencebased medicine aptly suggest:
Evidence-based medicine is part of a wider movement to generate uniformity and quality control by streamlining processes. In the broader historical context, standardization forms a powerful vestige of modernism lingering in an increasingly postmodern world. The notion that predictability, accountability, and objectivity will follow uniformity belongs to the Enlightenment master narratives promising progress through increased rationality and control.
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The quest for standardization is hardly new. As Max Weber argued long ago, rational bureaucratic authority is a central feature of modernity. 34 Indeed, the present neoliberal turn to scientific standardization in the management of quality services harkens back to F.W. Taylor's use of the techniques of "scientific management" to increase the efficiency of labor production in the early years of the twentieth century. 32. There is a rich literature focusing, broadly put, on the social construction of scientific facts and the basis of the authority placed in numbers that I cannot do justice to here, but which certainly informs this analysis. What I examine in the analysis that follows is how the evidence-based movement in public sector management involves not only the standardization of management, but also the regulation of expertise and standards of quality in social science research. In particular, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 marks a fundamental shift in the federal government's authority in the field of educational research. Throughout the legislation a single phrase is used repeatedly, one that explicitly requires that educational programs "use effective methods and instructional strategies that are based on scientifically based research." 36 The Act also explicitly defines what will qualify as "scientifically-based research." In this way, the Act inscribes in law a specific set of standards for assessing quality in scientific research. 37 Michael J. Feuer, Lisa Towne, and Richard J. Shavelson, researchers who have been central to the rethinking of education research standards, describe the significance of this "unprecedented federal legislation" with these words:
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (HR1), which reauthorizes the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and provides billions of dollars in federal aid, contains 111 references to "scientificallybased research"-already granted acronym status inside the Beltway as SBR. In all areas of the law's broad reach, including the big ticket items-teacher quality, safe and drug-free schools, and Title 1-states and localities will have to demonstrate that they plan to spend those funds on programs with a scientific track record. After years of envy for federal support received by their compatriots in medical, technological, agricultural, and physical research, educational researchers can now rejoice: Research is in. 38 Yes, research is in. In this and related legislation, a new relationship between governance and "scientifically-based research" has been enshrined in law. These managerial efforts have been further elaborated within the U. ity of educational research." 39 In the sections that follow I take a closer look at these developments to consider the role of scientific authority in a "state enabling" approach to public service governance. How are the federal government's recent efforts to "strengthen the quality of education research" and "transform education into an evidence-based field" producing new technologies for shaping, guiding, and directing the conduct of government, researchers, school administrators, and teachers? How, in turn, does the production of education as an "evidence-based field" create the capacity for control through self-regulation?
II. Rigorous Evidence: The Key to Progress in Education?
Evaluation research has long been a critical tool that governments-of welfare and enabling states alike-have used to analyze the effectiveness of state policies and funded programs. 40 Yet, in recent years, scientific evidence, as I have argued, has become not simply a policy tool, but a technology of governance. As deployed in recent government policy and law, science has become a technique not only for assessing results, but also for shaping conduct to achieve certain ends.
During the past decade, the authority of "scientifically-based research" has been enshrined in the legal requirements for two types of federal education funding: direct support for the provision of educational services and grants for education research. While the purpose of these mandates remains consistent, definitions of "scientifically-based research" have varied considerably across different policies and legislation.
In January 1994, Congress passed the Goals 2000: Educate America Act (HR 1804). 41 As is evident in the passage quoted below, the legislation blames inadequate funding for what it portrays as the absence of "a foundation of knowledge on which to design school improvements." It also calls upon the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) to develop a policy for dissem- This legislation sets forth a vision for educational research and for the federal government's responsibility to provide leadership in the conduct and support of scientific inquiry into the educational process. 43 The Congress declares it to be the policy of the United States to provide to every individual an equal opportunity to receive an education of high quality. . . . .To achieve [that] goal . . . requires the continued pursuit of knowledge about education through research, development, improvement activities, data collection, synthesis, technical assistance, and information dissemination. While the direction of American education remains primarily the responsibility of State and local governments, the Federal Government has a clear responsibility to provide leadership in the conduct and support of scientific inquiry into the educational process. 44 By the late nineties, the role of social science research shifts in Congressional legislation from that of "pursuing knowledge about education" to providing evidence of program effectiveness. Scientifically-based research emerges as the vehicle for justifying federal program expenditures. In 1998, the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program, 45 otherwise known as the "Obey-Porter" legislation, appropriated $150 million in federal funding to state education agencies for grants to help school districts adopt successful, research-based comprehensive school reform models. 46 With this action, Congress links educational funding to results as "proven" by scientifically-based research. Experimental-controlled comparisons are identified as the legitimate source of this required knowledge.
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The emphasis on the role of "scientifically-based research" in establishing the quality of programs was maintained in the 1998 Reading Excellence Act (REA) 48 which explicitly required that its funds be allocated exclusively to programs shown to be effective by "scientifically-based reading research." 49 The definition of scientifically-based research appearing in this legislation was crafted over months of negotiation and debate and with input from a large number of university-based researchers, "primarily with backgrounds in cognitive psychology." 50 Requiring studies that "draw on observation or experiment" and "test the stated hypotheses," the act concludes that scientifically-based research:
(A)means the application of rigorous, systematic, and objective procedures to obtain valid knowledge relevant to reading development, reading instruction, and reading difficulties; and (B) shall include research that- (i) employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation or experiment; (ii) involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated hypotheses and justify the general conclusions drawn; (iii) relies on measurements or observational methods that provide valid data across evaluators and observers and across multiple measurements and observations; and (iv) has been accepted by peer-reviewed journal or approved by a panel of independent experts through a comparably rigorous, objective, and scientific review. In setting out its stated aim in applying science to education, the report compares the study of education to the study of the physical world and describes the process of school improvement metaphorically as social engineering. [T]o address challenges of, for example, low-performing schools, the "achievement gap," and language diversity, educators today require new knowledge to reengineer schools in effective ways.
To meet these new demands, rigorous, sustained, scientific research in education is needed. In today's rapidly changing economic and technological environment, schooling cannot be improved by relying on folk wisdom about how students learn and how schools should be organized. No one would think of designing a rocket to the moon or wiping out a widespread disease by relying on untested hunches; likewise, one cannot expect to improve education without research.
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Yet in defining the nature of scientific research, the report is quite inclusive: ethnographic research is granted equal scientific stature with randomized experimental designs. 58 Each, along with other methods, meet what the committee identifies as the six guiding principles of scientific inquiry:
• Pose significant questions that can be investigated empirically.
• Link research to relevant theory.
• Use methods that permit direct investigation of the question.
• Provide a coherent and explicit chain of reasoning.
• Replicate and generalize across studies.
• Disclose research to encourage professional scrutiny and critique. 59 After the release of this report, a hearing was called to gather expert testimony on issues concerning OERI reauthorization. 60 Members of the NRC committee met with the Subcommittee on Education Reform of the U.S. House Education and Workforce Committee, chaired by Rep. Castle, where they presented relevant findings from their report. In their testimony they challenge the government's move toward mandating particular methods in federal legislation 57 The NRC report makes clear that the objectivity and progress of scientific understanding in any field-not just education research-derives not from a given methodology or a given person. Rather, it comes from the community of researchers . . . . A federal education research agency should play a major role in spurring those improvements . . . through mechanisms like . . . developing high standards of quality in close collaboration with the field.
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In 2002, the bipartisan Education Sciences Reform Act (ESRA) 62 replaced OERI with the new Institute of Educational Sciences (IES). This act legally enshrines yet another definition of scientifically valid research, one which "includes applied research, basic research, and field-initiated research in which the rationale, design, and interpretation are soundly developed in accordance with scientifically based research standards." 63 The act also lays out specific "scientifically based research standards," but does not require the use of a particular method as was the case with REA's stipulation of studies that "test the stated hypothesis."
64 These standards are fairly broad, with the exception that "only random assignment experiments" or other designs able to "eliminate competing explanations" be used in research that attempts to answer causal questions or make causal claims. 65 As stated in the legislation, the term ''scientifically based research standards'' means research standards that "apply rigorous, systematic, and objective methodology to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education activities and programs," and "present findings and make claims that are appropriate to and supported by the methods that have been employed." 66 This definition adds some flexibility, implying that standards cannot be prescribed a priori, but only as they are "appropriate to the research being con- ducted." 67 The legislation lists a number of standards that might apply to a range of methods, while clarifying that causal claims can only be made on the basis of random assignment experiments:
• employing systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation or experiment; • involving data analyses that are adequate to support the general findings; • relying on measurements or observational methods that provide reliable data; • making claims of causal relationships only in random assignment experiments or other designs (to the extent such designs substantially eliminate plausible competing explanations for the obtained results); • ensuring that studies and methods are presented in sufficient detail and clarity to allow for replication or, at a minimum, to offer the opportunity to build systematically on the findings of the research; • obtaining acceptance by a peer-reviewed journal or approval by a panel of independent experts through a comparably rigorous, objective, and scientific review; and • using research designs and methods appropriate to the research question posed.
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The new Institute of Educational Sciences is charged with promoting "the use, development, and application of knowledge gained from scientifically valid research." 69 As then-U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige expressed in a press statement announcing Bush's signing of the new Education Sciences Reform Act: President Bush has grounded his agenda for education reform on doing what works based on scientific research. That means doing credible research on how learning and teaching can be improved; evaluating the effectiveness of educational approaches that incorporate research findings; providing statistical benchmarks for progress in education; and encouraging education decisions and policies that are based on evidence. We needed an invigorated research agency that is capable of carrying out a coordinated, focused agenda of high-quality research, statistics, and evaluation that is relevant to the educational challenges of the nation. The new law will help us meet these goals.
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In contrast to ESRA, the definition of "scientifically based research" enshrined a year earlier in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 maintains the prior preference for hypothesis testing and random assignment experiments:
The term "scientifically based research" (A) means research that involves the application of rigorous, systematic, and objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education activities and programs; and (B) includes research that: employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation or experiment; involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated hypotheses and justify the general conclusions drawn; relies on measurements or observational methods that provide reliable and valid data across evaluators and observers, across multiple measurements and observations, and across studies by the same or different investigators; is evaluated using experimental or quasi-experimental designs in which individuals, entities, programs, or activities are assigned to different conditions and with appropriate controls to evaluate the effects of the condition of interest, with a preference for random-assignment experiments, or other designs to the extent that those designs contain within-condition or across-condition controls; ensures that experimental studies are presented in sufficient detail and clarity to allow for replication or, at a minimum, offer the opportunity to build systematically on their findings; and has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal or approved by a panel of independent 72 Similar to ESRA, no specific research method is prescribed. Yet the Plan's Strategic Goals explicitly link the government's emphasis on performance and results with "scientifically rigorous research on what works in education," or with randomized experimental field trials. 73 As stated in Strategic Goal Four, education is to be transformed into an "evidence-based field." The government's rationale for this is explained in the following words:
Unlike medicine, agriculture, and industrial production, the field of education operates largely on the basis of ideology and professional consensus. As such, it is subject to fads and is incapable of the cumulative progress that follows from the application of the scientific method and from the systematic collection and use of objective information in policy making. We will change education to make it an evidence-based field. We will accomplish this goal by dramatically improving the quality and relevance of research funded or conducted by the Department, by providing policy makers, educators, parents, and other concerned citizens with ready access to syntheses of research and objective information that allow more informed and effective decisions, and by encouraging the use of this knowledge. 74 The Plan further highlights two specific objectives: to "[r]aise the quality of research funded or conducted by the Department" and to "[i]ncrease the relevance of our research in order to meet the needs of our customers." 75 Policy and practice decisions in education, like in medicine, are to be informed by rigorous evidence of effectiveness provided by well designed and executed randomized experimental field trials. age of its research grants will be allocated to funding randomized trials, it sets a performance target that 75 percent of funded projects addressing causal questions should employ randomized experimental designs. 76 Calls to make education an evidence-based field draw from the arguments of certain groups of experts, while seemingly ignoring the views of others. 77 The Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy, in their report "Bringing Evidence-Based Progress to Education: A Recommended Strategy for the U.S. Department of Education," strongly supports increased utilization in educational research of the "gold standard" of scientific research designs-randomized, controlled field trials. 78 The Coalition was established in 2001 by the Council for Excellence in Government. The Council describes itself as a "nonpartisan, nonprofit and national" organization, which works to improve the performance of government at all levels and to connect it to its citizens. 79 In November 2002, the Coalition sponsored a forum, "Rigorous Evidence: The Key to Progress in Education? Lessons from Medicine, Welfare and Other Fields," which brought together high ranking government officials, including Paige and the then-new Director of IES, Grover "Russ" Whitehurst; leading policymakers; and academics to dis-cuss the issues and policy recommendations raised in its report. 80 In the words of Jon Baron, Executive Director of the Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy, "in order to spark progress," the Coalition, recommends a major shift in federal policy toward funding and effectively using randomized control trials in education. Now, randomized trials are considered the gold standard . . . in a number of other fields, including medicine and welfare, for establishing which interventions work and which interventions don't work. . . . [W]hat our Coalition proposes for your consideration is a major, sustained federal strategy to do two things: build a knowledge base of intervention, show effective and replicable randomized trials and provide strong incentives for the widespread use of these research proven interventions. . . . The statutory authority for these recommendations is based in large part on the scientifically based research concept in No Child Left Behind. That provision, which appears throughout No Child Left Behind, says that funded activity should be backed by, quote, "scientifically based research," which is defined in the law as including a preference for randomized trials.
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Rationales for the use of randomized trials draw parallels with the evidence-based movement in medicine. Educational interventions are also frequently compared to medical treatments. Valerie Reyna, a former senior research advisor at OERI, used this strategy in a presentation on scientifically-based evidence given at a government seminar in same for educational practice as they would be for medical practice. Same rules, exactly the same logic, whether you are talking about a treatment for cancer or whether you're talking about an intervention to help children learn. . . . I have the word "brain surgery" up there. The reason I have the word "brain surgery" up there is that I think, you know, when we talk about medicine and things like brain surgery and cancer, it is very, very important to get it right. We all recognize that and most of us buy into that. You know, that you've got to have randomized clinical trials because we want to be able to benefit for these treatments for cancer. But when we teach students we really are engaging in a kind of brain surgery. We are [affecting] them one way or the other. Sometimes what we do helps, sometimes what we do, in fact, inadvertently, harms. We really don't know until we do a randomized clinical trial whether what we are doing is benefiting that student or not. We really don't know. It may be well intentioned, but that's not sufficient as we can see from the example from bleeding. So, it is brain surgery essentially and it deserves the same kind of respect for the nature of the consequences, in my opinion.
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In education, as in medicine, this concern with "what works" has led to the creation of organizations such as the Cochrane Collaboration in medicine 83 and the Campbell Collaboration, which bring together researchers from the fields of criminology, social work, and education. Each organization is devoted to preparing, maintaining, and disseminating systematic reviews of scientific research to provide evidence to policymakers, practitioners, and public consumers. 84 The U.S. Department of Education also recently incorporated systematic reviews into its overarching strategy for encouraging the use of scientific evidence-based standards in educational decisionmaking. five-year 18.5 million dollar contract to the Campbell Collaboration and the American Institute of Research to create the "What Works Clearinghouse" (WWC). The mission of WWC is "to provide educators, policymakers, researchers, and the public with a central and trusted source of scientific evidence of what works in education." 85 As described on the WWC website:
The WWC aims to promote informed education decision making through a set of easily accessible databases and user-friendly reports that provide education consumers with ongoing, highquality reviews of the effectiveness of replicable educational interventions (programs, products, practices, and policies) that intend to improve student outcomes. To do this, the WWC developed standards for reviewing and synthesizing research and selected topics for review. The WWC is currently conducting systematic reviews of existing research, and producing WWC Reports that describe the findings of these reviews. A Technical Advisory Group (TAG) composed of leading experts in research design, program evaluation, and research synthesis works with the WWC to ensure the quality and integrity of its efforts. The TAG helps establish and validate the standards for reviewing research, informs the methodological aspects of the evidence reviews, suggests improvements to WWC Reports, and provides guidance to the WWC contractors. 86 While it has adopted the Institute of Education Sciences definition of scientifically-based research, the WWC only reviews "causal research" or what it defines as scientifically-based research that proves "what works." 87 The WWC has created a set of "evidence standards" that correspond to a research rating system: The WWC Evidence Standards identify studies that provide the strongest evidence of effects: primarily well conducted random-guishes particular designs according to the "quality" of evidence they provide. The application of the new public management rationality in the field of education has prompted key shifts in how education addresses its public and constitutes its relationship to particular technologies and forms of expertise. The first involves a turn away from discussions of educational purposes and politics to a utilitarian emphasis on the quality of the educational product and on results, or evaluating "what works." The power of this utilitarian governance rationality has become increasingly linked to a legitimating discourse of scientific expertise and evidence. Scientific research is being called to contribute to a utilitarian effort to determine what works and to provide evidence of what works for research consumers-teachers, school administrators, policymakers, and parents. Scientific evidence, assumed to prove what works, is increasingly commodified and presented to the public on websites and in various publications, packaged as transparently reliable and politically neutral objective knowledge. Educational expertise, produced through the technology of scientific procedures, is circulated with the aim of enabling administrators to implement quality programs, teachers to alter their instructional practice, and parents to make more informed choices in relation to their child's education. Through this process and under the auspices of modernizing government, a new politics of knowledge is being deployed, one that is setting the parameters for how we think about the purposes of education and is silencing alternative forms of politics, educational visions, and expertise by challenging their usefulness, relevance, or scientific rigor.
Entrepreneurial governance aims to make government more open, transparent, consumer accountable, responsive, efficient, and cost effective. The systematic accumulation of usable knowledge of "what works," it is argued, will not only improve the performance of public sector services, such as education, but will contribute to making governance more democratic. Yet, contrary to being the democratizing force proponents suggest, this entrepreneurial shift in educational governance entails new configurations of power and expertise, or regimes of regulation and control. Debates about the nature of scientific research in education are defining the parameters of what counts as credible knowledge and what forms of knowledge are "relevant" and "useful" and, therefore, valuable and legitimate for inclusion in public debate about educational practice. This discourse is producing not only strategies for improving education, but the boundaries of what remains outside-unspoken, unspeakable, and unthinkable-within the terms of this debate. Fundamental questions about the purposes and politics of education and its relation to the common good cannot be easily formulated within a system orchestrated by the logic of calculation and of measuring outcomes and results. What matters is what works, it is said. Yet, is knowing what works all that matters?
The privileging of scientific expertise in the service of instrumental policymaking not only excludes particular issues from educational discourse, but also can-and should-do, namely, to improve the quality of policy argumentation in public deliberation. The field's outdated epistemological orientation impedes its ability to develop methods and approaches that facilitate this important enlightenment-oriented discursive function. 105 The introduction of instrumental scientific rationality into public sector governance, as I have argued, raises a number of questions not easily addressed within the parameters of this paradigm. What are the political implications of a policy mission that focuses narrowly on providing solutions to, rather than stimulating ongoing deliberation about educational problems? What are the consequences of attempting to determine quality in education in relation to the logic of instrumental scientific rationality? What do we overlook when we approach educational provision as primarily an issue of management-of improving teacher quality or of achieving stronger accountability for results? A great deal of attention in the field of education and in popular discourse has been directed toward examining neoliberal policies such as vouchers or the privatization of local school management. Critics speak out against the transformation of education into a private good in the marketplace of academic credentials. Yet the emphasis on determining "what works" is, for the most part, accepted as inevitable, as a natural good.
Largely overlooked is what Foucault describes as the expansion of the economic form into the social-in this case, the educational sphere-and the progressive eliding of any difference between the economic and the social.
Finally, what is yet to be determined, of course, is whether this new form of scientific managerialism itself will actually work. Will the enforcement of the managerial principles of accountability, efficiency, and program effectiveness lead to no child being left behind? More subtly, perhaps, what will be the lasting influences, if any, of the framing of educational purposes in terms of quantifiable accountability standards, educational processes in relation to interventions that can be isolated and measured, and education's public as citizen-consumers? It is left to the historians of the future to assess not only whether this form of governance worked, but how it worked, what it reflected about out society and culture, and, most significantly, the consequences of its workings.
